As the field of intelligence studies continue to expand, knowledge of faculty and programs outside the United States remains limited. Beyond a few studies which consider the larger "Anglosphere', there remains the question of whether programs in different countries are approaching this academic study from a comparable perspective. Utilizing a survey of individual faculty members, as well as interviews with program leadership, this study finds that there is a shared emphasis on practical application. From faculty background to program objectives, intelligence studies degree programs inside and outside of the United States appear to share this common focus.
Introduction
It is nearly axiomatic that the field of intelligence studies is focused on the English-speaking world-particularly, the United States (U.S.). From programs to conferences to publications, much of the work of intelligence studies hails from within the United States. As one scholar notes, "the United States has been at the forefront of this research, a function of its comparatively large set of academic intelligence programs." 1 However, the expansion of intelligence education as a field of study is growing outside the United States as well. The question of this study is do these programs share a common emphasis towards intelligence practitioners?
In 2013, this author produced a study on the background and qualifications of faculty engaged in teaching courses in intelligence at civilian institutions in the United States. Using a survey research approach, the researcher concluded there was a statistically significant correlation between prior professional experience in intelligence and the faculty teaching in the field. That is, former, or in some cases current, practitioners were the primary teachers of intelligence. 2 The current research extended the prior work on faculty qualifications by exploring a trans-national sample. Was the prevalence of former practitioners in the classroom a trend that extended beyond the United States?
Additionally, this study examined the value of practical application at the programmatic level, looking beyond considering the presence of practitioners in the classroom and asking how much does an applied or professional perspective guide issues at the departmental level. By examining the degree objectives, professional collaboration, and faculty recruitment, the evidence suggested that the value placed on interacting with real-world intelligence practitioners is not only an American phenomenon.
The significance of this question-whether the focus on practitioners and practical application varies between U.S. and non-U.S. programs-is in what it may suggest for the development of the field of intelligence studies. Regardless of whether they emphasize practical application or not, if the What, Where, and Who….
As with most emerging academic disciplines, there is a degree of selfexamination which runs through its scholarship. Intelligence studies is no exception. To date, that examination has largely been limited to the Anglosphere-specifically, the United States, the UK, Canada, and Australia. As Ella Ciuperca noted, "experts agree that the Anglo-American space is, qualitatively and quantitatively, the best represented." 3 Much of the research on intelligence education in colleges and universities has been descriptive in nature. 4 These works have focused on broader questions of course content and the composition of the field.
Some research is also proscriptive. For instance, articles by Collier and Landon-Murray both highlight the need for academic programs to provide greater emphasis on research, methodology, and modeling as a way to improve the potential of future intelligence analysts. 5 Similarly, in his study of intelligence training programs in American academic, industrial, and government settings, Gordon Middleton applied human resource theory to consider approaches to improve the quality of analysis. His maturity model contended that existing programs needed to give more emphasis to issues of culture, managing change, and adapting to dynamic circumstances. 6 Even Spracher's survey, which conducted a comparison between the course objectives of classes in intelligence with the competency directory produced 120 by the Office of the Director of National Intelligence (ODNI), suggested a path forward. 7 Beyond what is being taught, there is also the question of where it is being taught. Again, most of the scholarship is limited to the English-speaking world. In 2003, Paul Maddrell identified fourteen programs and thirty faculty members in the UK that provided instruction on intelligence issues. He specifically noted these programs are grounded in intelligence history. 8 In the United States, Stephen Campbell reviewed government and civilian programs, as well as the substantive approaches and course materials used in this field of study. 9 Martin Rudner provided a similar review of the field while discussing civilian academic programs in the United States, the UK, Australia, and Canada. 10 Systematic reviews of intelligence courses and programs at civilian institutions are limited. The Association of Former Intelligence Officers produces a pamphlet that includes a listing of schools where classes in intelligence are offered. 11 More recently, Coulthart and Crosston mapped the contemporary market for civilian intelligence education programs in the United States. These researchers identified seventeen undergraduate and graduate-level institutions that offer degrees in this field with most of the institutions developing intelligence programs over the last decade. 12 Studies focusing outside the United States are less common. Landon-Murray explored a variety of non-western academic programs that relate to the study of intelligence. In his review of the program goals and curricular objectives in countries such as Indonesia, South Africa, and Israel, he noted that they are 121 not all exclusively focused on the study of intelligence. Indeed, one of his conclusions noted a correlation between the role of intelligence in the program and the variety of approaches (e.g, functional, historical, politicopolicymaking, and structural-organizational) that are addressed by the program. 13 Another question that has drawn some attention in this area is the background and qualifications of the faculty who are teaching in this field. As with any emerging field, academic programs that develop appropriate faculty do not exist at the beginning, and the reliance on practitioners is common. This author noted this tendency towards practitioners in a survey of U.S. intelligence education programs, particularly for contingent/adjunct faculty. 14 However, educational programs are not staffed exclusively in this regard. Indeed, other studies note the need for balance between traditional academic research and prior practical experience. For instance, in her comparison of intelligence studies programs in the United States, the UK, and Romania, Ella Ciuperca states, "(the) teaching staff is generally mixed as the practitioners…and the theoreticians…are equally involved." 15 However, whether that balance is a matter of choice or necessity is not clear.
A Two-Level Sample
To explore the role of practical influences in intelligence studies programs, this research considered two separate, but related, issues. One examined the attributes of individual faculty members. The other assessed the programs that administer graduate-level degrees in the field.
The sampling strategy reflected this duality. The first element was a sample of individual faculty members who taught courses in intelligence. Those faculty members completed an online survey with mostly fixed response options. Data collection occurred in two phases: Phase one (2013) solicited participation from members of the International Association for Intelligence Education (IAFIE) and phase two (2016) requested the faculty in the academic programs that were selected for the second part of the study. The combination of these two requests to individual faculty members yielded 13 Stafford T. Thomas, "Assessing Current Intelligence Studies," International Journal of Intelligence and Counterintelligence 2:2 (1988): 239. doi:10.1080/08850608808435061; Landon-Murray, "Building an International and Comparative," 21. 14 Smith, "Amateur Hour," 36. 15 Ciuperca, "A Comparative Analysis," 64. sixty-two responses to the online survey. A copy of the survey instrument is located in appendix 1 at the end of this article.
This sampling strategy has two substantial methodological limitations. First, the universe of intelligence studies faculty at the university-level-within the United States or elsewhere-is unknown. While IAFIE is one of the most well-known and established organizations within the community, it is understood that its membership does not reflect all intelligence studies faculty which could skew results. However, how and whether this skews the sample is unknown given the limitations in what we know about the population under study. Second, the faculty included in the second iteration of the sample are only from the programs identified for the program-level survey. Hence, while the sampling strategy is not entirely random (it is more akin to a purposive sampling strategy), the analysis drawn from this sample can be suggestive of trends for further research in this area.
Beyond examining individual faculty, this study also compared six programs offering relevant degrees at civilian educational institutions.
Interviews (using open-ended response options) were conducted with the program directors at these schools. The interview questions are located in Appendix 2. The case selection strategy of focusing on civilian higher education institutions eliminated government-run educational and training institutions, such as the U.S. National Intelligence University. Additionally, each of the programs offers a masters-level degree with the word intelligence in the degree title.
As Seawright and Gerring assert, "case selection is the primordial task of the case study researcher." 16 The known universe of intelligence studies programs, particularly outside of the Anglosphere, is quite small. The selection criteria used for the case selection identified programs that were common in most respects, excluding geographic location. This most similar case selection approach allowed the researcher to explore the question of whether the location of the intelligence study program influenced its view on the role of practical experience and application. 17 To be sure, the case selection strategy may be too conservative, as some relevant programs may not have the precise wording to be included in the sample. However, this 123 sampling approach ensured valid insights regarding the research questions, even if it is less than comprehensive.
Even using narrow sampling criteria, there were complications. Most notably, the universe of academic programs in intelligence studies remains uncatalogued. While there have been some recent efforts to identify such programs within the United States, there is no comprehensive listing of intelligence studies programs outside of the United States. 18 Indeed, of the six programs reviewed in this study, only the United States-based program was an institutional member of any association related to intelligence education. Without a complete listing of intelligence studies programs, any attempt to conduct a comprehensive survey on this topic is limited.
Indeed, the lack of awareness seems to be a problem for both researchers and the programs, themselves. In her comparative analysis of intelligence education programs, Ciuperca notes, "the biggest problem for Romania is the lack of international visibility of these programs of study." She concluded that this hinders faculty quality and the value of the education. 19 Given the lack of a comprehensive listing of intelligence studies programs in existence, an online academic search engine (findamasters.com) was used to identify active institutions offering graduate-level degrees. The sample is not systematic. Its focus was two-fold. First, the sample sought to include a representative sample of programs from within the "Anglosphere". Past that, the second focus of the researcher was to incorporate as many nonAnglosphere programs that met the sampling criteria previously described.
Unfortunately, the internet is a fallible source of information. Some inactive programs were mistakenly listed as active. For instance, Sogang University in South Korea advertises a Master of Arts in International Affairs with a National Intelligence and Security track. 20 However, the director, Professor Jae Chun Kim, indicated that the program no longer offered intelligencerelated classes. The reason was low student enrollment in these courses. 21 To be sure, the decline of programs is not the focus of this research. That said, as the field of intelligence studies matures, there will likely be other programs that do not thrive. The issue of what factors contribute to or facilitate such a decline will be an important question for a future study to address.
On the other side of the programmatic life cycle, there is Sharda University. Located in Uttar Pradesh, India, this private university established its program in 2009. Per the website htcampus.com, the university started a master's program in Security and Counterintelligence in 2011. 22 However, a review of the Sharda University website not only fails to reveal this master's program, it also fails to show the School of Investigation, Intelligence, and Security-the school that houses the program. According to the Sharda University admissions office, the program is still in the planning stage. 23 To be sure, communications across languages can stifle the research process. For instance, initial contact confirmed the operation of the Masters of Strategic Intelligence program at the University of Indonesia. However, the author was not able to contact the departmental leadership. Repeated calls to the university were unproductive due to the inability to speak Indonesian. These complications aside, this study used the following six programs:
1. Brunel University is a public research university located in the 
Analysis
The key purpose of this research was to compare the intelligence studies faculty and programs across national boundaries. As an organizing concept, the study grouped respondents of the faculty survey into 'U.S.' and 'non-U.S.' categories. It tabulated these responses in to averages across a variety of demographic and professional traits within each category. The hypothesis tested was whether the variable of location-U.S. or non-U.S.-appeared to influence the type of faculty who are engaged in this field.
The program-level analysis presented a qualitative test for the hypothesis of whether location influences the areas of program purpose, collaboration with government organizations, and faculty recruiting. Analysis of the data indicated a substantial degree of commonality across faculty and programs irrespective of location. This suggests that research on U.S. intelligence education programs and faculty may be a good starting point for future studies that consider these issues in a different national or international context.
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Faculty are all the same…
As a first step in comparing intelligence education programs across nations, a simple review of the background of the faculty is useful. As noted in a previous study, "by dint of their implementation of intelligence courses. . . they have the ability to substantially influence the 'facts on the ground' of the field." 32 Beyond normative questions of faculty qualifications and their benefits to the goals of a program, the actual make-up is more instructive of how the discipline may be actually evolving.
The online survey initiated in 2013 and redeployed in 2016 captured 62 faculty who taught intelligence-related courses at civilian higher education institutions. The survey revealed a striking similarity between U.S. and non-U.S. faculty attributes. Indeed, with regard to the question of experience, the sample groups were effectively identical. Nearly 70 percent of the teachers came to the classroom with some level of prior professional experience in the intelligence field. For this survey, experience was broadly defined as work in any phase of intelligence production. That is, instead of focusing exclusively on the area of analysis, which would likely be the area of practical experience that would be most congruent with university-level teaching, the operational definitional definition also included other areas such as production, collection, and dissemination of intelligence information.
This tendency of intelligence studies faculty to have prior work experience is certainly consistent with the conventional wisdom within the field. As one contributor to an International Association for Intelligence Education (IAFIE) listserv conversation noted, "practical experience in intelligence was the key criterion for being considered an 'intelligence expert.'" Indeed, it was further stated that academic research and critique without experience was not an adequate substitute, and that such people were essentially "back seat drivers." 33 This preference for faculty with prior professional experience was also a common theme in the program director interviews.
The value of prior professional experience is, on the one hand the reflection of an emerging field, and on the other hand an unproved assumption. To be sure, as intelligence studies programs came into being, there was a lack a trained faculty in the area. This is a dilemma that has been experienced by other professions such as law, medicine, and journalism. Currently, there is only one doctoral program in intelligence studies in the United States-Henley Putnam University. As institutions sought to develop programs in this field of study, there was a limited number of faculty with the common credential for university teaching-an earned doctorate. Hence, the value of former practitioners is partly born of necessity.
At the same time, the value of former practitioners is an understudied assumption. It is assumed practitioners have a substantive knowledge base and can provide a real world perspective that a traditionally-trained academic faculty member might lack. It may also be assumed that they can provide contacts for students and programs to exploit. This is consistent with a preprofessional program focus, vice a more traditional academic approach to the study of a given subject. However, while these assumed benefits may be valid, they are assertions that remain unsubstantiated by the research. 33 Stephen Marrin, "Intelligence Studies Centers: Making Scholarship on Intelligence Analysis Useful," Intelligence and National Security 27:3 (2012): 403. It is also unclear whether former practitioners are actually adept in classroom instruction. It is not an absolute requirement to have pedagogical training or experience to be an intelligence officer. In the current sample, only 49percent of the respondents who indicated that they had prior work experience in the field of intelligence had any formal instructional training from their experience. Interestingly, as Table 2 depicts, U.S. faculty with prior experience in the sample were 20 percent more likely to have such training. Additionally, only 72 percent of all respondents with prior experience brought any actual teaching experience from their time in the profession.
Variations between the United States and non-U.S. faculty member samples are minor but reflect a more traditional academic profile in the non-U.S. group. Faculty outside of the United States tended to be more likely to have a doctoral degree and more years of teaching experience. However, among former practitioners, U.S. faculty are slightly more likely to possess an earned doctorate (see table 2).
As table 1 illustrates, there was a notable difference between the two groups with regard to on-line teaching. The United States was 16 percent more likely to use that instructional delivery method. Still, the similarities between the two groups are striking. Based on this sample, the faculty who teach classes on intelligence at civilian institutions of higher education appear to be largely the same regardless of the country in which they reside.
Program Raison d'Être
An organization's purpose should be an important driver of its activities and outcomes. The study assumed this general principle would be operable in this comparison of civilian higher education programs that focus on intelligence.
The missions of the programs in this study revealed a strong bent towards professional objectives. For instance, the underlying philosophy of the program at Novena University is to equip students "with the tools that will enable them to make meaningful contributions to the security needs of Nigeria." 34 Based on the interviews with the program directors, the primary purposes of these programs relate more to helping students gain entry into the profession or to assist current practitioners to advance. To be sure, general academic objectives were present, but the professional emphasis was notable.
Creating access to the profession was an objective that was noted in almost all (five of the six) of the programs in this study. The interviews and promotional materials used phrases like 'training a new generation', 'a pathway to a career change', or 'employability enhancement'. Indeed, the one exception -Novena University -did not explicitly state this but the implication from the promotional materials and director interview were consistent with this trend. The literature has long noted that the growth in the analytic and security sectors of the country has led to increased interests and related educational programs in the United States 35 These interviews suggest that this phenomenon is not limited to the United States.
The question of whether acquiring this type of degree actually improves the chances that a student will gain entry into the profession is an important topic. It is reasonable to assume that the growing student interest that fuels these programs is premised on that idea. Unfortunately, there is a dearth of systematic evidence and scholarship to answer that question at this time.
A second common objective that was commonly noted was to assist current practitioners to advance within their field by earning an appropriate advanced degree. Four of the six programs in this study explicitly referenced the idea of 'professionalizing' students who were already working in the field. In essence, these students needed a relevant academic credential for promotion. 131 students were in this category of current practitioners looking to earn a degree for career advancement. 36 Ultimately, the practical orientation of the faculty and programs were viewed as important components in allowing these programs to meet these objectives. For instance, the Director of the Master of Arts program at Brunel University stated, "the program here has been successful because it focuses on either enhancing someone's professional experience or preparing them for the professional working environment." 37 
Government Collaboration
Most of the programs in this study had some degree of collaboration with the host country's security services, typically in a training role. Given the discussion in the literature on the value of intelligence education and analytic training to enhance workforce capability, this is unremarkable. The training collaboration takes a variety of forms, but there seems to be no real crossnational distinction. It seems that intelligence education programs and government organizations see the potential for mutually beneficial relationships.
Some institutions develop education and training programs specifically for government use. For instance, Dr. Patrick Walsh, the Course Director for the Intelligence Analysis program at Charles Sturt University noted that the school has had a long history of providing short, intensive, tailor-made analytic courses for both industry and government. One prominent venue for this support to government and industry by Charles Sturt is the National Strategic Intelligence Course (NSIC). Faculty teach this two-week intensive course jointly with practitioners from relevant agencies, such as the Australian Security Intelligence Organization and the Australian Crime Commission. As noted in its promotional materials, the NSIC aims to provide participants with a practical knowledge of strategic intelligence, research methods, program management, data collection, analysis, and intelligence. In addition, while the program is only available to those currently employed in the field, those students can apply the NSIC to one of their intelligence analysis degree programs at CSU. 38 This appears to be a novel way to blend the training collaboration of the program with the purpose of providing those 36 
132
already employed in the field with a path to earning a degree to advance their career.
The NSIC has been offered frequently but is currently being revised. The course had been offered on a regular basis (typically three times per year) in Canberra for the last 15 years. It had also been offered on an ad hoc basis to international partners in such places as Singapore, Hong Kong, and Washington. However, the NSIC is currently "in abeyance" due to some collaboration issues. That said, the program director at Charles Sturt University believes the pedagogical model is still sound and expects the class to restart after the issues are addressed. 39 This approach of tailored training seems to be gaining currency in recent years. For instance, Novena University in Nigeria entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the Nigeria Police in 2014. Dr. Ngboawaji Nte, the Department Chair for Intelligence and Security Studies noted that their program has been an active training partner not just with law enforcement, but also with the Army and Air Force of Nigeria. 40 As the first civilian institution providing intelligence-related education and training in Nigeria, it was a natural partner for a government looking to improve the quality of its workforce in this field. As the Assistant Inspector General, Solomon Arase noted, the partnership with Novena University helps "train and sharpen the intellect of police officers who will become grounded in the fine art of the profession to achieve the finest tradition of intelligence gathering." 41 Link Campus University also seems to be in the initial stages of this type of collaboration with the Italian government. Dr. Marco Meyer, the Director of the program, noted that the Italian government had passed a law in 2007 to foster improved research and training relationships between government and academia on intelligence studies. 42 Indeed, in January 2016, an agreement for scientific collaboration, teaching, and training for the Italian Department of Information Security of the Council of Ministers (DIS) was reached. 43 133 Some institutions maintain a more diffuse and informal relationship with government institutions, but the relationship is still evident. Brunel University in London does not have any formal MOUs with the British government, but frequently assists the professional intelligence organizations on array training and standards issues. For instance, the Center for Intelligence and Security Studies at Brunel regularly supports the Professional Head of Intelligence Analysis on issues related to professional standards in the analytic community.
The Center at Brunel also collaborates with government organizations on its Brunel Analytical Simulation Exercise (BASE), "the jewel in the MA/ISS crown." The simulation is designed to emulate the interdepartmental assessment methods of the British Joint Intelligence Committee and give students a chance to apply hands-on analytical principles in a real world context. 44 Recently, the Defense Intelligence-Futures in Analytic Methodology (DI FAM) hosted such a simulation at the Ministry of Defense Main Building. There is also an academic outreach agreement that is run by the PHIA and DI FAM to utilize civilian academic programs in the UK to improve the analytic workforce, but to date, the programs at Brunel University and Kings College have been the primary participants. 45 The program at the Citadel does not have training arrangements with the United States government. Still, it too, sought opportunities to formally connect its program with government activities. Professor Carl Jensen, the director of the intelligence analysis program at the Citadel, noted the school previously worked with members of the intelligence community on producing open-source intelligence products. 46 The one outlier to this collaboration trend is likely due to the primary purpose and unique organization of the program. The International Security, Intelligence, and Security Studies program at the University of Glasgow did not have any known collaborations with security services of the U.K This is understandable given the focus of the program is not driven by the study of intelligence. According to the Convener of the Security Studies program, this is something the program is looking to develop, but intelligence issues are not 44 the primary focus of the current degree. 47 In addition, the primary location for the intelligence-focused course work is resident at a different university outside of the country. The Master of Science program at Glasgow is structured as a consortium agreement with partner institutions in Germany and the Czech Republic. As a result, OTH Regensburg offers most of the technical knowledge and practical experience related to intelligence analysis. 48 Hence, given the limited focus on intelligence education that is currently resident at the University of Glasgow, the lack of collaboration with UK security services is understandable.
Based on this research, it appears intelligence programs seek a connection to current practitioners of intelligence analysis-in this case, five of the six programs studied. The United States case-the Citadel-had less of a training role to support practitioners in the field and more of a production support role. Given the number of other U.S. programs that are not included in this study, this may be a spurious result. Certainly, there are some connections between the United States intelligence community and academia. 49 That said it might also be suggestive that countries with smaller intelligence bureaucracies may rely on academia to augment their foundational training needs.
Since government is by far the largest entity involved in security-related intelligence, the desire by academic programs for collaboration is unsurprising. Moreover, government entities have recognized the value that such institutions can provide in fostering rigor in the area of analytic method. Still, having former practitioners in an academic program can be helpful in establishing trust and building relationships in this academic-government connection. As one person noted, it is "a bit like the Free Masons-you have to know the secret handshake." 50 However, as with the general snapshot of faculty backgrounds, there does not appear to be a significant difference 47 A separate, but related trend is the international collaboration between academic programs in the field of intelligence education. Several of the programs reviewed in this study had teaching or cooperative relationships with scholars and programs from different countries. Many utilized faculty and programs in the United States. Given the consensus on the knowledge base of the United States intelligence education community, this seems logical. However, the collaboration is certainly not limited to participating with only education programs in the United States, or the Anglosphere more broadly. As noted in the University of Glasgow program, OTH Regensburg provides most (but not all) of the instruction of their intelligence-related courses. 51 While this program may be more accurately classified as a security studies endeavor, these types of arrangements may hold promise. They could advance the view that intelligence education is more akin to a traditional academic discipline that fosters a free exchange of ideas. This would be at odds with some of the field's initial tendencies that primarily viewed itself as a jobs pipeline to a given country's security establishment.
Recruiting Faculty -Good Help is Hard to Find
Still, the prevalence of teaching classes in intelligence utilizing prior practitioners is a common thread to most of the programs in this study. While some programs emphasized the need for some degree of balance, all of the programs in this study utilized current or former practitioners to deliver at least some of their educational program. At Link University, the program director estimated that eighty percent of the faculty was in this category. Even the program at the University of Glasgow, which is the least intelligencecentric program that was included in this study, noted that its program offered students "access to a range of…non-academic personnel from industry and business, the military, the intelligence community, government and nongovernmental organizations." 52 This leads to complications on two key fronts. On the one hand, there is the issue of finding and keeping former practitioners who are interested in teaching. These individuals are widely viewed as having a credibility that 51 traditional academics would lack. However, recruiting such people can present a challenge. Martin Rudner identified this as a possible issue in the slow development of intelligence education programs. He noted, "A chronic scarcity of available, qualified faculty remains an imposing constraint on the development of Intelligence Studies programs almost everywhere." 53 The director at Brunel University echoed this sentiment when he noted, "it has been hard to find people who have a practical bent." 54 It can also be a challenge to keep these practitioners. As one program director noted, some faculty have returned to the profession of intelligence due to their dissatisfaction with the culture and processes in academia.
In addition, as noted earlier in the article, the focus on prior work experience in the field assumes that these faculty are disposed to the craft of teaching. While briefing policymakers is a common requirement for intelligence analysts, it is not a universal requirement. As Mark Lowenthal noted in a previous study, "skilled practitioners might not be scholars and (therefore, might not) be able to teach." 55 Beyond this challenge of finding former practitioners to teach, programs frequently face challenges from the university administration in employing practitioners. Most academic disciplines do not require or value prior work experience on the same level that they value having the appropriate educational degree and scholarly publication record. In the U.S. system, this is one factor that pushes former practitioners without an earned doctorate into part-time and adjunct positions. 56 One area where this institutional resistance might manifest itself is in the area of academic accreditation. A former practitioner with the appropriate terminal degree (e.g., an earned doctorate in the field) is certainly possible, but if there is one and not the other, the academic degree is typically the more important attribute with regard to academic accreditation. For instance, the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools in the United States identifies the proportion of faculty who hold the appropriate terminal degree as one of their standards for evaluating a given university. 57 There is no comparable requirement for professional experience. The director of one program noted 137 their institution's concern with the country's Research Excellence Framework. This framework is a UK-wide measure of institutional quality that focuses on the research output of faculty members. As a result, there can be a concern that the institution may prefer to hire faculty with the best publication record as opposed to the best subject matter expertise.
Conclusion
There is movement outside the Anglosphere. While previous research suggests that much of the growth in intelligence studies is largely an Anglo phenomenon, programs outside of this area are emerging. Where new intelligence studies programs are arising (and where they are not) is an important future research question for understanding the forces that are important in the development of the field.
Based on the current study, intelligence studies programs outside the United States benefit from the same forces in the educational marketplace that precipitated the growth within the United States. Faculty attributes and program focus are similar. For instance, Professor Nte of Novena University noted that support for such programs has grown as awareness of intelligence and security issues has grown within Nigerian society. 58 That statement is comparable to a number of scholars who have noted the role that the 9/11 attacks had on spurring the growth of U.S. intelligence education programs. 59 This research is not intended to be a comprehensive review of all programs worldwide. Instead, it is intended to be suggestive of likely trends and hopefully to provoke additional research in this area. Based on the survey and the interviews, it appears there are challenges influencing the field generally. There will certainly be differences and nuances that will emerge as the field matures.
That said, particularly as it relates to the value of experience as an asset for this field of study, national boundaries appear to make little difference. If this common thread is borne out by subsequent research, it may be a driver as the field of intelligence studies develops. The focus on practical experience and application is not necessary an inherent good. However, it may be an expression of how the field will evolve.
58 Nte E-Mail Interview, May 15, 2016. 59 Spracher, National Security Intelligence Professional Education, 1; Coulthart and Crosston, "Terra Incognita," 49.
To be sure, there may be other priorities that develop beyond practical art. This study was a test of only one of the possibilities. Still, this research suggests that practical application is a shared priority of programs, whether the programs are in the United States or not.
11. Does your program maintain any institutional memberships with intelligence-related professional associations (e.g., International Association for Intelligence Education)? If so, who?
12. With regard to the hiring and retention of faculty for courses in intelligence, have you had any challenges that are unique to this subject area? That is, is it easier or harder to find faculty in this area compared to other academic specialties?
13. Lastly, is there anything else that you think would be important for this research regarding your program?
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